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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of the appUcation is respectfully requested in ligh: of the 
amendments and remarks herein. 

Upon entry of this amendment, claims 1-19 Nvill be pending. By this amend: nent, claims 
2-10 have been amended. 



Specification 

In Section 3 of the Office Action, the Examiner has required that the status o f all parent 
priority applications be inserted in the first line of the Specification. As shown, above such a 
statement has been added at the first line of the Specification. 

6112 Rejection of Claims 1-19 

In Section 5 of the Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 1-19 and ;r 35 U-S.C. 
§1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite. The Examiner has objected to language in claims 2- 
1 0. As shown above, claims 2-10 have been amended, thereby obviating diese rejeci ions of 
claims 2-10. Accordingly, it is submitted that the Examiner's rejection of claims 2-10 based 
upon 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, has been obviated and withdrawal thereof is 
respectfiilly requested. 

Regarding claims 1 and 11-19, it does not appear that the Examiner has expla ined the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 of these claims. Absent any explanation of the rejecfic ns, it is 
respectfully requested that these rejections be withdrawn. 
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^lQ2ReiBCtif)n o f Claims 1-^.4. 8-1:^ an^ 14-10 

In Section 7 of the Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 1 , 3, 4, 8 .13, and 14- 
19 mider 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being unpatentable over Shear et al. (U.S. Patent Application 
Publication 2001/0042043; hereinafter referred to as "Shear"). This rejection is resp sctfuUy 
traversed below. 

As referenced by the Examiner in rejecting claim 1, it appears that Shear discloses a 
rights management system tliat may be used to manage access/usage rights to conten t, which 
may be, for example, the.content stoned on a DVD. Shear discloses how various app liances (or 
stations), each with a rights management component, can be used together over a 
communications network for the purposes of rights management 

Shear states in paragraph 35 1 that a rights management component of the pla; its may 
"determine the rights and resources available for performing the actions on the first a ppUance 
and the other apphances acting together" and that it may "formulate a request to each relevant 
appliance that describes, in whole or in part, information related to the action, or port ion of the 
action, potentially suitable for processing, in whole or in part, by such appliance." Ac ditionally, 
it appears that paragraphs 344 to 350 of Shear describe that the rights management cc mponent 
determmes which appliances on the network to make use of according to such criterii as: 
security level, device type, and device configuration. 

Therefore, accordmg to Shear, it appears that if an appliance would like an aciion to be 
performed, then its rights majiagement component determines which other appliances on the 
network are suitable to perform some or all of the action. The appliance then issues CDmmands 
and information accordingly. 



^ 00170959 

PAGE 11/15 * RCVD AT 3/311201)4 7:01 :27 PM [Eastern Standard Time] ' SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1/1 ' DNIS:8729306 ' CSID:8SS 731 5001 ' DURATION (inm-ss):03-56 



03/31/2004 17:01 FAX 858 731 STTOl FROMMER LAWRENCE & HAUG ^ ©012 

PATENT 

Appl. No. 09/656,969 

Attorney Docket No. 4501 10-02767 

However, according to claim 1 of the present application, a station that woul J like 
another station on the network to perform a task on its behalf uses its "broadcast Mm " to transmit 
"service requests" to the other stations, the service requests "constituting a request tc said or each 
other station to perform a task for said station." Each of the stations on the network decides for 
itself whether it is capable of performing the task (using the "self assessment modult ") and then, 
using the "answer unit" replies to the service request with either an acceptance or refusal 
message. 

It does not appear thnt the Examiner has established how Shear suggests or d scloses the 
appliances deciding for themselves whether or not they can or will perform a desired task for 
another appliance. In Shear, it appears that it is the requesting appliance that makes iiiich 
decisions. 

Furthermore, a person skilled in the field of rights management will assume t lat every 
appliance that receives a request to perform a rights management tasks would perfoni that task. 
This would ensure the tightest security and fullest rights management. There does net appear to 
be any suggestion in the refeirenced portions of Shear of appliances not performing a task for 
another appliance. It appears then that Shear teaches away fivm claim 1, where a sta ion may or 
may not take on a requested task in dependence on its current status (in terms of avaiJ able 
resources). 

Accordingly, it does not appear that the Examiner has established how Shear, as 
leftrenced by the Examiner in rejecting claim 1, shows or suggests at least these aspects of 
amended claim 1, and so it is submitted that the Examiner has not established how Sh ear shows 
or suggests amended claim 1 as a whole. Claims 2-13 depend from claim 1, and it is ilso 
submitted that the Examiner has not established how Shear shows or suggests claims M3, 
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through their dependence on claim 1 , Similar arguments apply to claim 1 4, and so 1 5 claims 1 5- 
19 that depend from cJaim 1 4, 

Based upon the foregoing, it is submitted that claims I, 3, 4, 8-13, and 14-lS are not 
anticipated by nor rendered obvious by the teachings of Shear, as presented and referenced by 
the Examiner. Accordmgly, it is submitted that the Examiner's rejection of claims ] -19 based 
upon 35 U.S.C. §102(e) has been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal hereof is 
respectfully requested. 

S 103 Rejection of Claims 2 and 6 

In Section 24 of the Oflficc Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 2 and 6 umder 35 
U.S.C- §103(a) as being unpatentable over Shear in view of Hunt (U.S. Patent 6,629,123; 
hereinafter referred to as "Hunt"). This rejection is respectfully traversed below. 

Claims 2 and 6 depend firom claim 1. As discussed above, it is submitted thjt the 
rejection of claim 1 has been overcome. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that he rejection 
of claims 2 and 6 has also been overcome through the dependence of claims 2 and 6 on claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 7, it appears that the Examiner is also rejecting claim 7 unda: 35 U.S,C. 
103 over Shear and Hunt. However, claim 7 depends firom claim 1. As discussed above, it is 
submitted that the rejection of claim 1 has been overcome. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted 
that the rejection of claim 7 has also been overcome through the dependence of clait a 7 on claim 
1. 

Based upon the foregoing, it is submitted that claims 2, 6, and 7 are not anticipated by nor 
rendered obvious by the teachings of Shear and Hunt, as presented and referenced b; r the 
Exammer. Accordingly, it is submitted that the Examiner's rejection of claims 2, 6, and 7 based 
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upon 35 U,S,C- § 103(a) ha$ been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal thereof is 
respectfully requested. 

§ 1 03 Rejection of Claim 5 

In Section 29 of the Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claim 5 under :15 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Shear in view of Theimer et al. (U.S. Patent 5,812,865; 
hereinafter referred to as 'Theimer"). This rejection is respectfully traversed below. 

Claim 5 depends from claim 1. As discussed above^ it is submitted that the i ejection of 
claim 1 has been overcome. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of claim 5 
has also been overcome through the dependence of claim 5 on claim 1 . 

Based upon the foregoing, it is submitted that claim 5 i$ not anticipated by n Dr rendered 
obvious by the teachings of Shear and Theimer, as presented and referenced by the 1 Examiner 
Accordingly, it is submitted that the Examiner's rejection of claim 5 based upon 35 LJ.S.C. 
§ 1 03(a) has been overcome by the present remarks and withdrawal thereof is respec tfiiUy 
requested. 
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CONCLUSrON 



In view of the foregoing, entry of this amendment, and the allowance of this application 
with claims 1-19 is respectfully solicited. 

In regard to the claims amended herein and throughout the prosecution of thi:. 
application, it is submitted that these claims, as originally presented, are patentably distinct over 
the prior art of record, and that these claims were in fUl compliance with the requirements of 35 
U.S.C. §112. Changes to these claims, as presented herein, are not made for the purp>se of 
patentability within the meaning of 35 U.S.C. §§101, 102, 103 or 1 12. Rather, these .changes axe 
made simply for clarification and to round out the scope of protection to which Applicants are 



In the event that addhional cooperation in this case may be helpfiil to complel s its 
prosecution, the Ejcaminer is cordially invited to contact Applicants' representative a1 the 
telephone number written below. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any insufficient fees or crec it an: 
overpayment associated with the above-identified application to Deposit Account 50-D320. 



entitled. 



Respectfiilly submitted. 



By: 




William S. Frommer 
Reg. No, 25,506 
(212) 588-0800 
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